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WHERE ARE FACTS?
- A CASE FOR INTERNAL FACTUAL REALISM

XINLI WANG

1. Introduction

What exists in the wotld? Are thete only simple entities like objects,
properties, and relations, or are there also complex entities like events,
situations, and facts? Against the background of traditional Aristotelian
metaphysics, which pictures reality as consisting of the aggregate of mu-
tually independent individual objects or things, the outstanding innova-
tion of Wittgenstein’s ontology is his characterization of the world as an
aggregate of facts, not of things (Tractatus, 1, 1.I). Facts are generically
different from things or objects. Facts are usually regarded as complex
entities consisting of objects, properties, and external relations which
either relate a property to an object (say, John is bald) or connect sev-
eral objects (say, John is taller than Joe). Facts are not simply the aggre-
gate of objects; they are objects standing in relations to each other. Facts
are configurations of objects. Following Wittgenstein, the later Russell
claims, “The wotld contains facts.” That facts exist is one of those
“truism... so obvious that it is almost laughable to mention them.”
(Russell 1918, pp. 182, 183).

If the wotld is a totality of facts, what sorts of facts exist in the world?
Where are facts? Especially, what is the ontological status of facts? To put
it more specifically: (a) are facts linguistic or extra-linguistic entities? (b)
If facts ate extra-linguistic entities, ate they mind independent or relative
to languages, theories or conceptual schemes? Among all the three pos-
sible responses to these questions, each has some patrons. There are
philosophers who treat facts as linguistic entities by identifying facts
with true propositions. There are external factual realists who regard
facts as extra-linguistic, mind-independent wozrldly items existing in the
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wotld as it is.! There are internal factual realists who claim that, although
facts are neither in the world as it is, nor in a language, facts are real and
exist in a world under consideration.?

Compared with other two positions, the case for internal factual re-
alism has not yet been fully made and badly needs clarification and de-
fense. I intend to provide such a full case for it in this paper. To do this, I
need first to clarify the notion of fact (section 2), and then to dismiss the
other two alternatives (sections 3 and 4). After that, I present an internal
factual realistic interpretation of facts in section 5.

2. Many Faces of Facts

Like most central notions in philosophy, the notion of facts is an-
noyingly ambiguous. It is not hard at all to provide accepted specimens
of the category of facts: the fact that Napoleon was born in Cotsica, the
fact that water is composed of H90, or the fact that the Moon is there.
But, what commonality, if any, enables all these cases to be qualified as
facts?

In ordinary discourse, we undoubtedly use the term “fact” in a great
number of ways. Facts may be opposed to fiction, fancy ot imagination;
opposed to theory, belief or supposition; or opposed to evaluation,
judgment or preference. We use the cognate term “factual” to suggest
something settled, accepted, or unquestionable, as something contrasted
with opinions. The common-use category of facts includes almost all that
exists in the world. The realm of fact may be constituted by all existing
spatio-temporal entities, such as particulars, happenings, situations; or
the realm may include, in addition to above spatio-temporal entities, ex-
isting abstract entities such as properties, relations, categories, etc. By
“facts,” I certainly not mean this big Santa’s bag containing almost any
and all beings.

In philosophical discussion, “fact” usually refers to some sorts of
complex entities, such as states of affairs, events, happenings, processes,
situations, true propositions, even the objects of propositional attitudes
or assertions. The simple entities, such as particulars, relations and
properties, are excluded from the realm of facts. Besides some specific
. difficulties with identifying facts with one or more than one of these

11 use “the world as it is” to refer to the mind-independent world.

2 1 use “the world under consideration” to refer to a2 mind-dependent world.
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complex entities, the problem with. this usage of the term is that it
causes more confusions than it is supposed to clarify. Notions of state of
affairs, events, or situations are the concepts at the same analytical level
as the notion of facts. These notions themselves are as annoyingly am-
biguous as the notion of fact. For these reasons I will not intend to use
“facts” in this second sense either.

The third and the most significant sense of “facts” is revealed by the
syntactic form of the expression we use to state or specify facts. There is
a general agreement among philosophers that facts are expressible only
by means of complex symbols, e.g., these linguistic symbols that can be
used after “that” to form “that-clauses,” such as sentences or other re-
lated expressions which can be used in their own right to make state-
ments. In fact, this thesis is a basic assumption undetlying Wittgenstein
and Russellian doctrine that facts are not named or referred but can only
be stated or asserted (Russell 1918, pp. 187-188, 200). As Austin (1950,
pp- 116-117) and Strawson (1950, p. 136) have observed, the term “fact”
is wedded to that-clauses by which we symbolize facts. In English, we
state facts primarily in the following types of sentences or expressions:
“The fact is that S”; “Thar S is a fact”; “It is a fact zhat S, ©“S: that is 2 fact”;
“a/the fact that S.” The that-clauses in terms of which we symbolize facts
are neither symbols of objects, nor symbols of the properties of an
object, nor symbols of relations between objects. If Othello believes
that Desdemona in fact loves Cassio, then what Othello believes is not
Desdemona or Cassio, not Desdemona’s love for Cassio, but that
Desdemona loves Cassio. Furthermore, that-clauses by which we sym-
bolize facts seem not to be the symbols of events or states of affaits in
the usual sense. Suppose that Jennifer had her first pregnancy at 25 years
old. Then Jennifer’s first pregnancy is an event (occurting during a pe-
tiod of time), not a fact. Sometimes we do say that Jennifer’s first preg-
nancy is a fact (in the sense that what is done or what has happened).
However, the fact that we express by means of the expression
“Jennifer’s first pregnancy” (sounds like a referring expression) is not
her first pregnancy, but 7af Jenny had a pregnancy that was her first
pregnancy. Therefore, this third sense of the term “facts” is different
ftom the two senses mentioned above. It represents an additional,
unique sense from the other two, even if there may be some overlap-
ping meanings among them. ’

On the basis of above considerations, Ihere propose to restrict our
use of the term “facts” in this third sense, that is, facts as entities that are
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specified (not just stated or asserfed, mnot referred or described) by
that-clauses. I refer to this use as 2 minimal sense of the term “facts.” This
specific philosophical use of the term “fact” arises as an extension and
modification of the common-use of the term in ordinary discourse and
differs from other uses in philosophical discussions.

Semantically, there has been a conceptual 'connection between the
notion of truth and the notion of facts. Accotding to Wittgenstein’s cot-
respondence theory of truth, a statement is true if and only if it depicts a
fact. For Russell, facts ate what make propositions (Russellian proposi-
tions) true if they are true. Hence propositions, when true, would be
identical to facts. Fot Bolzano, a fact is the state of affairs which exists, ot
a true proposition. Although different philosophers have different con-
cepts of truth and facts, and connect them in different ways-—- either
taking the notion of truth as primitive or taking the notion of facts as
primitive--one thing seems to be common among them. That is, facts
can only be specified by true statements.

In many contexts of ordinary discourses, “it is a fact that S” can be re-
formulated into “it is true that S” without losing the proper function of
the former. For instance, to say that it is a fact that the earth is round is to
say that it is true that the earth is round. As Max Black points out, the
phrase “it is a fact” in these contexts serves simply as an emphatic device
for assertions. Its occurrence marks the speaker’s commitment to the
truth of an implied subassertion, e.g., that-clause following the phrase
(Black 1964, pp. 31-33).

In addition, there is no other way to specify a fact except by means
of some true contingent statement. Facts are abstract and are not per-
ceivable as things or events are. “We note that when a detective says ‘let
us look at the facts’ he does not crawl round the carpet, but proceeds to
utter a string of statements” (Austin 1950, p. 117). Facts cannot be speci-
fied by descriptive expressions. The phrase “the whiteness of the
flower” cannot be used to specify the fact that the flower is white, and
the expression “Romeo’s love for Juliet” does not specify the fact that
Romeo loves Juliet. A fact is neither a property nor a relation, but a
complex unit which includes object, property or relation as its constitu-
ents.3 This is the reason why Strawson claims that to say that it is a fact

3 Of course, to say that a fact cannot be specified by a descriptive expression
does not mean that a fact cannot be described. We do describe a fact when we say

(2003) WHERE ARE FACTS? A CASE FOR INTERNAL FACTUAL REALISM 11

that S is a matter of stating rather than referring or describing (Strawson
1950, p.134). Furthermore, not all statements can be used to specify
facts. It is awkward to say that a fact is what is specified by a known false
statement. It is no less awkward to say that a fact can be specified by a
truthvalueless sentence, such as to say that it is a fact that the present
emperor of China is bald.

In conclusion, facts are specified and can only be specified by true
statements. We can explain a category only by reference to the mode of
thought by which we specify it. A category is merely the concept of one
type of entity which is so specified. The category of facts is specified
only by the making of true statements; hence facts are nothing but
whatever true statements specify. Therefore, I propose the following
initial definition of the notion of fact:

Def. A fact is 2 complex entity specified by a true statement.

I will call this concept of fact “the minimal concept of fact.” It is minimal
in the sense that it does not tell us what kind of entity a fact is except it is
a complex entity. To say that a fact is a complex entity which a true
statement specifies is not to say (a) that a fact is idemtical 10 a true
proposition; (b) that a fact is what makes a statement frwe, or a fact is
what corresponds  to a true statement; or (c) that a fact is what a true
statement sfafes. All we know so far is that a fact is a complex entity
spef:iﬁed by a true statement. So the definition leaves plenty of room for
various interpretations of the nature of a fact.

3. External Factual Realism

External factual realism commits itself to the existence of mind-
independent facts. Conceptually and historically, this version of realism
has been closely attached to a version of the correspondence theory of
truth, ie., the doctrine that a statement is true if and only if it corre-
sponds to a mind-independent extra-linguistic fact. Early Wittgenstein’s
and Russell’s philosophies provide us with good examples of external
factual realism, whose basic doctrines can be summarized as follows: (a)
the world is the totality of fixed facts; (b) facts are mind-independent
extra-linguistic entities; and (c) truth consists in correspondence to such
facts or such facts make statements true.

that the fact that S is important. But what specify the fact that S is that-clavse, e.g,, that
S. .
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If facts exist in the world as it is, where are they? Are facts perceiv-
able concrete entities or non-perceivable abstract entities? Factual natu-
ralism contends that facts are comerefe mind-independent entities
(locatable either in space or in time, and obsetvable) existing in the uni-
verse. Factual ontologism claims that facts are abstract  mind-
independent entities (not locatable either in space or in time, and noft

observable).

3.1 Factual Naturalism

For fact-naturalists, (a) a fact exists in the universe as a spatio-
temporal entity and/or is observable. So facts are no less real than an
object like a rabbit. (b) These concrete facts are real “objective nonlin-
guistic correlates” to true statements. If we look at the various categories
that have some affinity with concrete facts, we usually come up such no-
tions as those of particulars (Jocatable), happenings /events /episodes
/ process (databl), or situations (observable).

A. Facts As (Locatable) Particulars

For some fact-naturalists, facts are as concrete as individual objects
are. They are Jlocatable and/or datable as well as observable. One vet-
sion of fact-naturalism is presented by Charles Baylis in his exemplifica-
tion theory of truth (Baylis 1948). According to this theory, the corre-
spondence between true propositions and facts is not some sort of ab-
stract unspecified relation as many philosophers believe, but rather a
species of exemplification. Facts embody ot exemplify the abstract
propositions which they make true just as particulars (a red flower) ex-
emplify the abstract properties (being red) which they instantiate. In
this way, Baylis’ facts are defined as individuals that exemplify proposi-
tions. Any concrete individual can be singularly referred to. So, on
Baylis’ view, facts are objects of singular reference.

An immediate problem with Baylis’ facts is how we are to symbolize
such an alleged concrete fact, for example, the fact that Caesat is dead, so
that the reference to this fact is secured? Presumably the fact cannot be
stated by a sentence since a declarative sentence itself cannot be used to
tefer. When we sometimes use a sentence to refer to something, we ac-
tually transform the sentence into a correlated singular referring expres-
sion although the speaker may not realize such an undergoing transfor-
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mation (Clatk 1975). For the fact that Caesar died, there are many differ-
ent nominalizing transformations which turn the sentence “Caesar died”
into correlated singular referring expressions: it can be transformed into
the singular referting expression, “Caesar’s death”; or into “Caesar’s dy-
ing”; or into “Caesar’s being dead.” However, what are expressed by
these singular referring expressions are different from what is expressed
by the statement that Caesar is dead. “Caesar’s death” refers to an event
that occurred at a time; “Caesat’s dying” refers to a process that was
protracted for a time; “Caesar’s being dead” refers to the enduring ter-
minal sfate that is neither dated nor protracted, but is observable. Itis
true that the existence of the event, the process and the state is depend-
ent on a correlated fact that Caesar died, which, for this reason, can be
called “fact-correlates.” But, the fact-correlates are not themselves the
facts with which they are correlated. The fact that Caesar died is neither
the event, e.g., Caesar’s death, nor the process, e.g., Caesar’s dying, and
nor the state, e.g.,, Caesar’s being dead. The fact that Caesar died is ab-
stract since it is not locatable, datable or observable, but its fact-
correlates, namely, the event, the process, and the state are concrete
since they are datable or observable. Can we date the fact that Caesar
died? Obviously not since it is a fact that Caesar died in the past, at pres-
ent and in the future. Can we locate the fact? The fact is not located in the
room where Caesar died or the grave where Caesar was buried. Can we
observe the fact? Somebody might say yes since his contemporaries
were able to observe the dead body of Caesar. But to say that to observe
Caesar’s dead body is to observe the fact that Caesar died is to confuse
the object-perception with the object of a propositional attitude. Surely
you can see the dead body of Caesar (object-perception), but how can
you see that Caesar died? In fact, the transition from “see the dead body
of Caesar” to “see that Caesar died” involves a process of inference as
follows: what you actually see is the dead body of Caesar, and by seeing it
you believe that Caesar died or the observation of Caesar’s dead body
causes your belief that Caesar died. So the fact that Caesar died can only
be the object of a belief, instead of the object of semse perception. Of
course, if you like, you can still say that we can see that Caesar died. But
you have to remember that “see - shat” here actually means “believe
that.” Therefore, Baylis’ facts that are expressed by singular referring
phrases are surely concrete, but they are not the facts as we have de-
fined. The facts specified by that-clauses cannot be the objects of singu-
lar reference. Facts are not concrete particulars.
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B. Facts As (Datable) Happenings

If facts ate not simple entities such as particulars, facts can still be
complex concrete entities as happenings (events, episodes, or proc-
esses) as long as they are datable. For example, we might say that the
Tiananmen Squate event, e.g.,, the Chinese government cracking down
pro-democracy movement, occurring at Beijing on the 4th of June of
1989, is a histotrical fact; the historical process of dinosaurs ruling the
earth happening many millions ago is a fact; the event of Napoleon
meeting his Watetloo is a fact, etc. We may label events, processes or
episodes as happenings, in the sense that they are all datable.

Troubles arise from identifying facts with concrete happenings. First,
any happening occurs and ceases in time, but whatever is a fact remains
a fact forever and therefote transcends time (in spite of some facts are
facts with regard to a particular time). The Tiananmen Square event oc-
curred at Beijing in 1989. When and where is the fact that the Chinese
government cracked down the pro-democracy movement at Beijing in
1989 occurs? At Beijing in 1989 you might answer. Surely not, because it
is the event of the Chinese government cracking down the pro-
democracy movement that occurred at Beijing in 1989, not the fact that
the Chinese government cracked down the pro-democracy movement
at Beijing in 1989 occurred in 1989, since it is the fact even today (but the
event does not occur today). Second, when we sometimes treat events
are facts, we actually mean that it is a fact that such-and-such event took
place. When we say that it is a fact that the Chinese government cracked
down the pro-democtracy movement at Beijing in 1989, we are actually
declaring this event # be a fact (it is real or it is true, instead of a rumor
or the Westetn propaganda), rather than saying of the event that it /s a
fact or redescribing the event as a fact. To declate an event to be a fact
is to confirm the reality of the event rather than to identify the event as a
fact. This is the reason why a fact cannot be a concrete, datable or locat-

able entity since the fact, as a confirmation of the reality of an event, is an

assertion and an assertion itself is not datable or locatable.

Third, we can reach the same conclusion from the distinction be-
tween fact-correlates and correlated facts. According to this interpreta-
tion, an event is correlated with a fact. This event can be called a fact-
correlate since its existence depends on the fact with which the event is
correlated. No matter how closely correlate with a fact, the fact-correlate
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itself is not a fact. So, from that a fact-correlate is concrete entity it does
not follow that the correlated fact is concrete entity. On the contrary,
just because the correlated fact is abstract entity does the truth of a set of
fact-correlates depend on the correlated fact. For example, consider the
fact that Hitler died. Correlated with this fact, there are a set of fact-
correlates, such as the event that is Hitler’s death, the process of Hitler
dying, and the state of Hitler being dead. The existence of all three fact-
correlates depends on the fact that Hitler died in the sense that they
presuppose the fact; if there were no such a fact all three fact-correlates
could not exist. This fact, as a necessary presupposition of its fact-
correlates, has to be abstract entity; otherwise, if it is a concrete entity
occutring at some time (for instance, at the moment when Hitler was
dead), then how can the existence of the process of Hitler dying depend
on this unhappened event? (Unless a causal chain can be reversed!)

C. Facts As (Observable) Situations

A naturalist may acknowledge that facts are not at all like particulars
ot happenings. Indeed they are very unlike one another: we can speak
of the physical properties, such as weight, color, texture, or location of
particulars or happenings, but it makes no sense to speak of these
physical properties of facts. Even so, facts are still concrete in the sense
that they are observable through our sense perceptions as are particu-
lats or happenings. Here, naturalists may well appeal to another criterion
of conctreteness of entities, that is, observability. For clarity, let us re-
strict our analysis below to so-called existential facts that some factual
naturalists regard as typical observable facts. It is claimed that there are
existential facts about the existential states of some perceivable objects,
such as the fact that the moon exists in the sky. According to this rea-
soning, the fact that the moon is thete is nothing but the existence of the
moon. To perceive the existence of the moon is to perceive the moon
itself. Therefore, the fact that the moon is there is perceivable, since the
moon is perceivable.

The above argument is fallacious. The first premise of the argument
identifies the fact that F exists with F’s existence. The phrase “the exis-
tence of F sounds like a descriptive phrase. That seems to suggest that a
fact can be described. But this is a misunderstanding. The phrase “the
existence of F” has a special status that is different from other similar ex-
pressions such as “the death of Caesar” or “the love of Romeo to Juliet.”
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These latter expressions are descriptive phrases since “the death” ot
“the love” is a propetty of the subject in question, e.g., Caesar or Romeo.
In contrast, as Kant points out correctly in his objection to the ontologi-
cal argument for the existence of God, “the existence” is not a property
of a subject. So “the existence of F” is not a real descriptive phrase. As 2
matter of fact, the phrase “the existence of F” is only an abbreviation of a
that-clause, e.g., that F exists. Therefore, by identifying F’s existence with
the fact that F exists does not make any substantial progress on naturalist
side.

According to the second premise, to perceive an object Fis to per-
ceive the existence of F or the fact that F exists. If the identification of F’s
existence to the fact that F exists were idle, then the identification of
perceiving the object F to perceiving the existence of F would be totally
wrong due to a confusion between object-perception (perceiving an
object F) and state-perception (perceiving that F is there). Sommers
makes this distinction very clear: “When we see a cat, we see something
alive or dead, male or female. But what we see when we see that a cat is
there is none of those things. Indeed to allow that a fact like the cat (not)
being there as something we observe is to give up the idea that what we
observe must have the features of physical objects” (Sommers 1994, p.
36, notes). Considering a negative fact will drive the point to home. If the
fact that a rabbit is not there is the same as the nonexistence of the rab-
bit, then how can you perceive the nonexistence of the rabbit? by per-
ceiving a rabbit that is not there? The point is, as Kant has taught us, the
existence ot nonexistence of Fis not a property of F that exists or not
exists. Then how can we perceive a property that does not present in
the universe?

The failure of the above factual naturalist argument for the observable
existential facts* strengthens our belief that facts are not concrete. If so,

4 Sommers (1994) tries to save the mnaive mnaturalist belief in concrete
(observable) facts by offering a “robustly” realist account of existence and nonexist-
ence. For Sommers, the existential states of objects are not the properties of the ob-
jects; instead, they are the properties of the world or about the existential state of the
world under consideration as a whole. Therefore, the fact that the moon exists (or
the existence of the moon) is not a fact in the world under consideration, but is a
fact of this world. This is the reason why the search for concrete facts in the world is
doomed to failure since facts are not in the world anyway. Sommers therefore claims
that a fact-naturalist is not committed to the doctrine that facts are in the universe in
order for they to be concrete. Instead, to say that the fact that the moon is there is
concrete is, not to say that the existence of the moon is a property of the moon and
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it would be foolish to demand specimens of concrete facts, as could be
exhibited like lions in a zoo; it is confusion to suppose, as fact-naturalists
have done, that facts can be discovered by taking a sharp look at the
universe.

3.2 Factual Ontologism

I have argued that facts cannot be equated with any mind-
independent concrete spatiotemporal entities in the universe. However,
it does not follow that facts are not themselves mind-independent enti-
ties in the world. It is possible to maintain consistently both beliefs that
there are mind-independent facts in the world as it is, and that facts are
not concrete entities in the universe. This is what is claimed by fact-
ontologism, according to which facts exist as mind-independent abstract
entities in the world as it is.

Preoccupation with the facts specified by that-clauses leads us to
suppose that the most plausible candidate for a mind-independent ab-
stract fact can be found in the Wittgensteinian correspondence theory
of truth: a statement is true if and only if it corresponds to an extra-
linguistic fact. This fact-based correspondence theory seems to give us
both the reason why facts are needed as a metaphysical category in its
own right and a definition of fact an ontologist factualist needs: facts are
needed for true statements to cotrespond to; a fact can be defined as an
extra-linguistic complex entity, whatever it is, that makes a statement
true or to which the statement corresponds when it is true. In this sense,

hence is perceivable, rather to say that the existence of the moon is a property of the
wotld or an observable state of the physical environment.

In my opinion, Sommers’ interpretation of existence represents a real progress
in metaphysics. Unfortunately, it does not shed much light on the issue of concrete
facts in hand. Sommers does not make it clear at all how we can perceive the fact
that F exists (or the existence of F) by perceiving the observable existential state of
the world under consideration. If we cannot even perceive an individual existential
state of an object F, how can we perceive the existential state of the world as a2 whole?
The gap between object-perception and state-perception does not disappear because
of attributing existence to the world instead of to the objects. It is still not clear how
we can bridge the gap by our sense perceptions only (We can of course bridge the
gap in terms of reference: perceiving a cat as an object leads to the belief that a cat
is there). Another problem with Sommers’ solution is that his defense is at most
good for the existence of concrete existential facts (the fact has the form that F ex-
ists), but not good for other kinds of facts, such as the fact that 2 + 2 = 4, the fact that
economy is blooming in China during 1990s, etc.
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the fact-based correspondence theory of truth serves also as a corre-
spondence theory of facts. I will call the notion of fact given by fact-
based correspondence theory of truth #he correspondence  notion of
Sacts, and the facts the correspondence  facts. It is clear when Russell
said that facts are the kind of entities that make propositions true, he
meant the correspondence facts.

Any attempt to justify the notion of correspondence facts quickly
tuns into the same difficulties faced by any fact-based correspondence
notion of truth. If a fact is an entity to which a true statement cotre-
sponds, then we need an explanation of the notion of correspondence
and that of truth. Attempts to explain correspondence to facts sink
quickly into metaphors such as statements “mitrored” or “pictured”
facts, such that “correspondence” becomes a mysterious relation (Devitt
1984, p.26). On the other hand, attempts to explain truth in terms of
correspondence to facts are caught in an inherent circulatity between
the notion of facts and that of truth. Truth holds of a statement in virtue
of its corresponding to a fact, while the fact is what the statement corre-
sponds to. If facts are merely entities to which true statements corre-
spond, it is manifestly circular to define truth in terms of fact, since facts
can be defined only in terms of their correspondence to truths. So, by
the same token, it is impossible to elucidate the notion of fact in terms
of cotrespondence to true statements without a vicious circularity
(Hamlyn 1962, pp. 198-199).

It seems to me that the real threat to the cortrespondence notion of
facts consists in a danger of assimilating facts to true propositions so to
exclude the possibility of a substantive correspondence theory on
which the notion is based. To see this, let us consider the role of Russel-
lian propositions (arrangements of the referents of linguistic expres-
sions, given their senses) and Fregean propositions (atrangements of the
senses  of linguistic expressions) in the correspondence notion of facts
in turn.

When Russell defines facts (Russellian facts) as the kind of entities that
make propositions true or to which true propositions correspond, the
definition seems referential since it does not tell us what kind of entity it
is. But this is not the case. Russellian true propositions are composed of
. the same sort of entities (objects, properties, and relations) as facts ate.
Therefore, it would be more appropriate to say that Russellian proposi-
tions, when true, are identical to facts, rather than to say that facts are
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what true propositions correspond  to. In other words, for any Russel-
lian proposition that p, “Itis true that p” simply means “Itis a fact that
».” Both are composed of the same objects, properties or relations ex-
isting in the world. Borrowing Strawson’s comment, Russellian facts and
his true propositions indeed fit each other since they are identical and
are made for each other. But this means that nothing makes a proposi-
tion true or mothing to which a true proposition corresponds. What we
can say is only that a proposition, when true, corresponds to itself.
Then, it does not make sense at all to say that a fact is what makes a
proposition true or that to which a true proposition corresponds since
there is nothing for a true proposition to correspond to. The possibility
of a substantive correspondence theory of truth on which the corre-
spondence notion of facts is based is excluded. We cannot make sense
of the cotrespondence facts.

Turning to Fregean propositions, there are two ways to go to define
fact (Horwich 1990, p. 114). One option is to introduce Fregean facts in
terms of correspondence to Fregean propositions: a Fregean fact is the
kind of entity to which a Fregean proposition corresponds. According
to this definition, the (Fregean) fact that Phosphorous is Phosphorous is
not the same as the (Fregean) fact that Phosphorous is Hesperus, for the
(Fregean) proposition that Phosphorous is Phosphorous is not the same
as the (Fregean) proposition that Phosphorous is Hesperus. Presumably,
the nature of Fregean facts is fully determined by the nature of Fregean
propositions. Fregean facts so defined are not independent of the
Fregean propositions which state them. In fact, there is no other way to
specify a fact except by means of that-clauses, here, Fregean proposi-
tions. Any attempt to specify a Fregean fact independently of the mak-
ing of a Fregean proposition is fruitless. Therefore, Fregean true propo-
sitions and Fregean facts ate internally interdependent. If so, Fregean
propositions, when true, would be identical to Fregean facts for there
would be nothing independent of Fregean propositions to appeal. Once
again we would be excluding the possibility of a substantive correspon-
dence theory.

We might also define Russellian facts in terms of Fregean proposi-
tions: a Russellian fact is the kind of entity to which a Fregean proposi-
tion, when true, corresponds. This is, in effect, Wittgenstein’s “picture
theory.” Here, Fregean propositions and Russellian facts are totally dif-
ferent entities; the former are abstract linguistic entities while the latter
are conctete extra-linguistic entities. Fregean propositions must be
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compared with Russellian facts in order to discover whether the former
corresponds to the latter. To compare, the propositions and the facts
must be entities that are independent of each other but of the same
kind. Then, how can two different kinds of entities, ie., Fregean propo-
sitions and Russellian facts, correspond to each other? One might point
out that Fregean propositions and Russellian facts can be correspond to
each other by means of referential relation: a Fregean proposition con-
sists of elements arranged in a certain logical form, and the corre-
sponding Russellian fact consists of the referents of the elements ar-
ranged in the same logical form as in the Fregean proposition. However,
this referential interpretation of the correspondence between facts and
propositions is not allowed by a correspondence theory of fact for it
would reduce the correspondence to facts to the correspondence to
things. Either way, to define a fact as that to which a Fregean proposition
corresponds would lose the substance of the cortespondence theory of
facts.

To sum up, we cannot make sense of the correspondence notion of
facts. If the alleged facts are concrete as objects are, then it is not clear at
all why we should introduce the concept of correspondence facts in the
first place; if the alleged facts are abstract, then they would be equated
1, instead of correspond  fo, true propositions. To the best of my
knowledge, the correspondence notion of facts is the most plausible
candidate for abstract mind-independent facts. The failure of the corre-
spondence facts leads to my conclusion that thete ate no mind-
independent abstract facts.

3.3 A Misconception of the Nature of Facts

To enforce the conclusion we have reached so far that there are no
extra-linguistic, mind-independent facts (either concrete or abstract), it
is necessaty to point out a misconception of the nature of facts shared
by external factual realists: that facts have some hidden structure or the
intrinsic essence, the special quality that all facts supposedly have in
common, out thete in the world awaiting for us to discover. For exam-
ple, George Adam describes such an underlying nature of facts as fol-
lows:

You mean by “fact” that which has a determinate nature of its own, quite in-

dependent of our human finding and making, our interests, hypotheses and
assumptions. You mean by “fact,” as Mr. Roelofs reminded us, that which is
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untouched by any theoty of ours, that which retains its own intrinsic nature
in the face of competing, alternative and changing theories, intetests and per-
spectives. Facis are the constituents of reality (Adam 1931, pp. 204-205).

We can trace such an insight about the substantial nature of facts to a
misleading linguistic analogy based on the pattern of subject-predicate
sentences. The sentence, “That p is a fact,” has the same subject-
predicate structure as other sentences such as “Betty is a cat.” In the sen-
tence “Betty is a cat,” the predicite “is a cat” distributes the subject to
the pre-existing category “cats.” Thus, it seems that the predicate “is a
fact,” distributes certain complex entities to a pre-existing ontological
categoty “facts.” There is some underlying defining nature sharted by all
entities falling in the category “facts,” just as there is some essential fea-
ture shared by all individual cats. Although we might be wrong, or might
never know about this intrinsic nature, it is out there awaiting us to re-
veal.

I doubt whether such a linguistic analogy is legitimate. We might ask
whether there is much to.be said for a parsing of “That pis a fact” which
would make it out to be like “Betty is a cat” in respect to anything be-
yond its superficial grammatical form. The expression might have a
meaning somewhat disguised by its superficial grammatical form. The
word “exists” provides a notorious classical example. We are facing the
same sott of problem here. Unlike most other ordinary predicates, “is a
fact” is not used to disttibute certain entities to a pre-existing ontological
category called “facts.” The role of facts is not what it seems. I suspect
that the external factual realism’s attempt to discern the essence of facts
is just a pseudo-problem based on syntactic overgeneralization of the
pattern of subject-predicate sentences.

In fact, the linguistic analogy between the fact predicate and ordinary
predicates is illegitimate. In many occasions the fact predicate is elimi-
nable in a way which a common name such as “cat” is not. This is be-
cause, in many contexts, the predicate “is a fact” setves simply as an em-
phatic device for assertion, the occurrence of which marks the
speaker’s commitment to the truth of an implied sub-assertion. For ex-
ample, the sentence, ‘I# is a fact that Napoleon was born in Corsica,”
simply means that Napoleon was born in Corsica, which can be ex-
pressed by the sentence, “Napoleon was born in Corsica” (Black 1964,
p- 32). Even in many other occasions in which it is not appropriate to
eliminate the term “fact” totally, we can still convert a fact predicate into
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an adverbial phrase. For example, the sentence ‘If is a fact that Snow is
white” can be conveyed by a near equivalent sentence, “Snow is i fact
white.” Similarly, we can say, “Snow is #rw/y white” instead of say, ‘I# is
true that snow is white.” There is no necessity to think of a fact phrase
as a predicate of that-clause. For this reason, “It is fact that p’ is best un-
detstood, not as a predication, but as a co-ordination of the two clauses
which it comprises, so as: ‘It is fact: p’ or ‘A fact: p’, the ‘i’ being a mere
dummy pronoun rather than a stand-in for what follows” (Rundle 1993,
p-16). In addition, the grammatical subject of a fact-stating sentence is
not a real logical subject. The reasons are much as with the accepted de-
nial that the grammatical subject of an existential sentence is a logical
subject. A logical subject usually has a genuine referent. But a that-clause
(a noun clause) is surely a most implausible contender for the role of re-
ferring to something. As Russell and Wittgenstein have argued, that-
clause cannot be used to designate or refer fo anything, but can only be
used to stafe something. So that-clause should be denied a referential
role in “It is a fact zhat p.”

There ate no extra-linguistic, mind-independent facts, no matter
whether they are conctrete or abstract. So external factual realism fails.
But I have to emphasize that this conclusion does not imply that facts do
not exist as anti-factualism claims. It only means that facts are not mind-
independent worldly items.

4, Facts as True Propositions

If facts do not exist in the wotld as mind-independent, extra-
linguistic entities, then it seems more promising to say that facts, if they
ate real, can be found within the bound of language Despairing of
finding some type of entity in the world itself with which to equate facts,
some philosophets have tried to equate them with propositions, or
mote precisely, with true propositions. For them, the thesis that facts
are specified by true statements suggests that facts are not just depend-
ent of the propositions which state them but rather identical o the
propositions themselves.S According to Bolzano, facts ate true proposi-

5 In a broad sense of linguistic entities which include sentences, statements, and
" propositions. Strictly speaking, we should call them quasi-linguistic entities to distin-
guish them from pure linguistic entities such as words or utterance.

6 It is obvious that Russellian true propositions do not fit such a description of
facts since Russellian propositions are extra-linguistic entities as Russellian facts are.
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tions. Bolzano holds that there is a certain kind of entity which finishes
the content of mental acts of judging and the meanings of sentences.
These entities, which we can call propositions, are neither mental enti-
ties like the act of asserting or judging nor pure linguistic entities (in a
narrow sense) like utterances. Instead they are abstract linguistic entities.
The categoty of ptropositions divides further into two kinds, true
propositions and false propositions; the former being “facts” Like
Bolzano, many natural factualists claim that equating facts with true
propositions is the only alternative for denial of facts as concrete enti-
ties.

Looking for facts within language comes closer to truth than looking
for them in the world as it is. There is obviously a close conceptual con-
nection between facts and true propositions as suggested in our minimal
definition of facts. Although a more roundabout equivalence between
the notion of facts and that of truth propositions remains a possibility
(this is what I want to explore later), it is wrong to simply identify facts
with true propositions.

The reason why there is no simple equation of facts with true propo-
sitions is not that facts, as external factual tealists claim, ate what exist out
there in the wotld which make propositions true when they are true.
There is no foundation to hold that facts are mind-independent, extra-
linguistic entities to which true propositions correspond. But dismissing
the existence of mind-independent facts does not reduce facts to linguis-
tic entities, i.e., true Fregean propositions. The notions of facts and true
propositions are essentially different. The employment of the notion of
facts presupposes the existence of such a world under consideration.
We find ourselves with certain ways of thinking (modes of thought)
about this world. These are reflected within language in the existence of
certain distinct uses of expressions; e.g., we name things by referring
expressions, attribute properties by describing expressions, and specify
facts by that-clauses. We can explain a categoty of beings only by refer-
ence to the modes of thought by which we specify it. Facts are entities
specified by the making of true statements; hence they are merely what
true statements specify. But what is specified by a true statement is not
the same thing as the true statement used to specify. What is specified

In fact, what the advocates of identification of facts with true propositions try to do is
to reduce Russellian facts to Fregean propositions. So our discussion here will only
focus on Fregean propositions. -
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exists in a world under consideration, wheteas the true statement used to
specify is correlated conceptual entity existing within a language or
thought (in broad sense). Using Austin’s words, “ ‘Fact that’ is a phrase
designed for use in situations whete the distinction between a true
statement and the state of affairs about which it is a truth is neglected...
So speaking about ‘the fact that’ is a compendious way of speaking about
a situation involving words and wotld” (Austin 1950, p.118). For this rea-
son, we can say that the category of facts arises at the frontiers between a
wotld under consideration and language / thought (our representation of
it). Therefore the notion of fact is a metaphysical one. In contrast, the
notion of propositions have their home in semantics. The contrast is
clear when the propositions are construed as Fregean propositions
which are thought or meaning of correlated sentences. Facts are made
up of the various objects, properties, and relations while propositions
are made up of the concepts of them.

One might object that even if the notion of facts and that of true
propositions ate essentially different (the former is metaphysical while
the latter semantic), there is still 2 one-to-one correspondence relation
between a fact and a true proposition. “For every true statement there
exists ‘one’ and its own precisely corresponding fact--for every cap the
head it fits.” (Austin 1950, p.117) In this sense, we could still say that facts
are identical (in a broad sense) with true propositions.

Howevet, true propositions and facts, although related closely, are
not related in a one-to-one correspondence. Here, for the sake of argu-
ment, let us use the language of the correspondence theory of facts.
Imagine the following situation: suppose that John loves Jenny and Bill
loves her also. And suppose that Jenny’s mother knows Bill and the rela-
tionship between Jenny and Bill; Jenny’s father does not know Bill but
finds out somehow that the boy in the green dress (who is actually Bill)
loves Jenny. (a) Then, the fact that Bill loves Jenny makes both Jenny’s
mother’s belief that Bill loves Jenny and Jenny’s father’s belief that the
boy in the green dress loves Jenny true. Cleatly Jenny’s father’s and
Jenny’s mother’s objects of beliefs (Fregean propositions) are distinct
and neither of two beliefs entails the other. That means that one and the
same fact may make true more than one proposition necither of which
entails the other. (b) It is obvious that the one and the same fact can
make mote than two propositions true if either of them eatails the
other. The fact that Bill loves Jenny makes both the proposition that Bill
loves Jenny and the proposition that someone loves Jenny true since the
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former entails the latter. (c) Two distinct, unrelated facts can make one
proposition true. Either the fact that John loves Jenny or the fact that Bill
loves Jenny makes the proposition that someone loves Jenny true, but
the proposition asserts neither of two facts. That means that a fact which
makes a proposition true'is not necessarily the fact which is asserted ot
specified by the proposition.

5. Internal Factual Realism

To recapitulate what we have gained so far based on our minimal
c%eﬁnition of facts: (a) what are specified by true statements are not iden-
tical to true propositions expressed. Facts are not linguistic ‘entities; (b)
what are specified by true statements are not to which a true statement
c.ottesponds. Facts are not mind-independent, either as concrete enti-
ties in the universe or as abstract entities in the world as it is.

We ate left with two alternatives. According to anti-factualism, if facts
are neither in the world as it is nor within language, then “facts” fail to be
true of any entities whatsoever. A fact becomes s pseudo-material cor-
relate of a true statement and therefore is not real in any substantial
sense. Then we fall back directly to the traditional Aristotelian meta-
physics, ie., the wosld is the totality of things instead of facts. It is be-
yond the scope of the current paper to make a complete evaluation be-
tween these two competing concepts of ontology: the world as the to-
tality of thing (thing-ontology) and the world as the totality of facts (fact-
ontology). For my limited purpose, I have taken the stand of fact-
ontology from the outset. To repeat our question of concern: “If the
world is a totality of facts, then what sort of facts are there in the world?
Where are facts?”

The other alternative would be: based on our previous arguments
that facts are neither linguistic nor mind-independent and that facts are
n(?t concrete entities in the universe, facts would be non-linguistic,
mind-dependent, abstract complex entities specified by true state-
ments. Facts are real correlates or objective counterparts of true state-
meants. If so, where ate they on earth? Internal factual realists reply: a
fact, as a non-linguistic correlate of a true statement of a language, exists
In a world specified by the language.

I have argued in section 2 that there is a necessary conceptual bond
between true statements and facts. The category of facts is specified only
by the making of true statements; hence they are merely what true
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statements specify. The concept of facts would have no application for
anyone who did not know what it was to make a true statement. It would
be wrong to assert that there is any other way except by making true
statements in which the facts may be specified. To this extent, the ob-
taining of facts in general is dependent on our linguistic speakers, i.e.,
our being able to make true statements. Of course, this does not mean
that facts have nothing to do with the structure of a wotld. The notion of
facts arises from a consideration of ways of thinking about the world.
The employment of the notion of facts presupposes the existence of a
wotld petceived by the speaker. This wotld should have some fixed
structure; otherwise the possibility of stating facts would not have arisen
either. For example, if the world perceived by the speaker is a
Heraclitean wotld of constant flux, it would be impossible to say any-
thing, not to mention to make a true statement. So our employment of
the notion of facts depends upon both the existence of an objective
world atound the speaker and the speaker’s ability to make true state-
ments.

The evaluation of a declarative sentence should be conceived as
comptising two seldom-separated stages. First, determine the truth-
value-status of the sentence: is it a candidate for truth or falsity? To this
question, the answer is language-dependent. And second, supposing a
positive answer to the first, is the statement true? Therefore, whether a
statement is true depends on whether the sentence of a language L
which states the statement has a truth-value. Whether or not a sentence,
when considered within L, has a truth-value is determined in turn by
whether a semantic presupposition of the sentence is true in L. This is
because, according to Strawson’s trivalent semantics (Strawson 1950),
the truth of a semantic presupposition of a sentence is necessary for the
truth or falsity of the sentence. For example, sentence K: “The present
king of France is bald,” presupposes sentence K,. “The present king of
France exists.” K is true or false only when K, is true; otherwise Kis nei-
ther true nor false.

Core sentences of many theoretical languages, such as scientific lan-
guages, presuppose some common fundamental semantic presupposi-
tions. For example, the existence of phlogiston is presupposed by nu-
merous core sentences of the language of phlogiston theory. Likewise,
the assumption that there exists absolute space and time undetlies the
core sentences of the Newtonian language of space and time. These
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shared fundamental semantic presuppositions of a language are referred
to as .its metaphysical presuppositions, which are contingent factual pre-
sumptions about the world perceived by the language community. A
sentence may state a true statement in one language, but it may be not
assertable or has no truth-value at all in another. As an example, consider
the following two Ncwtonian(;’/sentences about simultaneity and prece-
dence (Gaifman, 1984). )

(A) Event e and event ¢ are simultaneous: 1 e)=r1 )
2 1 ’

(B) Event e, precedes event et (el) <1 (ez).

Ajand B make perfect sense and are true-or-false in Newtonian physics
since, for Newton, physical events happen within a self-existing, ordered
line of time points independent of any event. However, accotding to the
relativity theory, precedence may depend on the coordinate system
from which the events are viewed. More precisely, if in some coordinate
system the events are separated by distance d and time At and d > c X At
(c =light velocity), then their temporal order depends on the coordi-
nate system. Therefore, to ask, “Does event €1 precede ep?” or “Are ey
and ey simultaneous?” without specifying a coordinate system is to ask a

factually meaningless question. This is because the notion of absolute si-
mu‘ltaneity presupposes the existence of an absolute time ordering
which is denied by the relativity theory. Thus A4 and B have no truth-
values from the relativistic point of view. Similarly, the language of phlo-
giston theory presupposes the existence of phlogiston. To say, “The
element 4 is not richer in phlogiston than the element 5” presupposes
that “There exists phlogiston.” The sentence may be true when consid-
ered within the language of phlogiston theory, but it is neither true nor
false when considered within the language of modern chemistry theory.
If a fact is whatever is specified by a true statement, and whether o
Dot a statement is true is language-dependent, then a fact turns out tobe
language-dependent. That means that facts are relative to a theoretical
language and exist in the world specified by the language. There are no
absolute mind-independent facts out there awaiting us to discover. Some
theory, language, conceptual scheme, or theoretical preconception is
the indispensable medium through which we apprehend facts. Not to
mentio'n some facts dealing with theoretical entities (such as the fact that
Wwater is composed of oxygen and hydrogen), even the most common
conceivable facts concerning detectable properties of some observable
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common objects (such as the fact that this flower is ted) are still pene-
trated with some theoretical framework. What could be further beyond
question than the fact that my pen is blue? However, even this fact pre-
supposes some theoretical assumptions which are at tisk against the
following metaphysical claim: that the secondary qualities are subjective.
The situation here alluded to is familiar enough. The matter tequires no
elaboration here. All facts are language/theory laden. A definite and spe-
cific theoretical context is operative in the initiation (creation), identifica-
tion, recognition, and description of every fact. Rid yourself of every
theoretical preconception, and facts are banished also.

Morte significantly, facts are not just language-dependent in general,
but sometimes a state of affairs which is a fact when considered within
one theotetical language may not be a fact, even may not be a possible
fact,” when considered within another theoretical language, since the
statement used to describe the state of affairs may be true in the first
language but false or neither true nor false in the second language. Sup-
pose that a statement that the element 4 is richer in phlogiston than the
clement b is true when considered within the language of phlogiston
theory. Then the state of affairs specified by the statement is a fact ex-
isting in the world specified by the language. But the apparently same
state of affairs is not a fact, not even a possible fact, when considered
within the language of modern chemistry; since the corresponding sen-
tence is neither true nor false when considered within the latter lan-
guage. That means that many facts--although not all facts--are relative to
each distinct language and cannot be the same across distinct worlds
specified by those distinct languages. Similarly, sentence 4 may be a fact
within the Newtonian language but not a fact, not even a possible fact,
within the language of relativity theory.

7 A possible fact is an extra-linguistic sentential correlate which is correlated with
2 sentence with a truth-value. For example, the states of affairs specified by either the
statement that snow is white or the statement that snow is black are all possible facts.
A state of affairs is a possible fact from the perspective of a- theoretical language L if
and only if the sentence used to specify it, when considered within the context of L, is
true or false. Since the truth-value-status of a sentence is language-dependent, whether
or not a state of affairs specified by the sentence is a possible fact is language-
dependent. The state of affairs specified by the sentence, “The mixture of yin and
rain makes people sleepy,” is a possible fact from the point of view of Chinese medi-
cal theory. However, the same state of affairs is not 2 possible fact from a Western

physician’s point of view.
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Generally put, what is acclaimed as factual in language L is often seen
1

to be non-factual in language L, because in L,a new horizon of fact has
appeared which, in its turn and in a different language, will be judged to
be non-factual. It is only such an influx of fresh fact which dislodges old
fact from the domain of factuality and stamps it as non-factual. There-
fore, the alleged difference between fact and non-fact should be viewed
merely as the distinction between two different sets of facts, each set
specified within different theoretical languages. ’

Does it follow that the distinction between fact and non-fact is
hereby deprived of any ultimate validity since it appears that we can turn
at will a fact into a non-fact by switch of theoretical languages? No, we
can sti.ll draw a valid distinction between fact and non-fact. Facts arc, still
ob]ecflv?. For once a specific language is chosen, there is no room for
nego.uatlon; the distinction between fact and non-fact is fixed. Astro-
nomic _events that are simultaneous in one frame of reference are suc-
cessive in another. But that two events are simultaneous (or are succes-
sive) is a fact (or is not a fact) in one specific frame of reference. From
the possibility of mutual transformation of facts into non-facts, it does
not follow that the distinction between facts and non-facts is silaky and
hazardous. However, such objectivity might seem spurious if we can
switch languages at will. The problem is that even though we can con-
struct an appropriate language that determines and fixes a fact, we can-

;1\(1):11 construct whatever we want and we cannot switch languages at will.
ough we can construct a language in which the event of e preceding

event e is a fact, we cannot construct a language in which that eq hap-
pens prior to and posterior to ep turns out to be a fact.

6. Conclusion

The traditional questions, “What is a fact?” or “When do we use the
phrase ‘s a fact’?” is misleading. The question seems to suggest that facts
ha-ve some intrinsic nature awaiting discovery. External factual realism
atises as an attempt to answer such a question. Such an attempt is
doomed to failure for there are no mind-independent facts. Most (if not
all) facts are language-dependent. Our task is not to make sense of some
unfat!aomable entity, but in so far as there is a problem, it is one of
knowing wher'l we are entitled to proclaim something a fact. So the
more appropriate question to ask about facts should be: “How do we
use the phrase s a fact’?” or “When are we entitled to proclaim some
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complex entity a fact?” Such a switch in the way of asking qu.estlons
about facts is necessary and illuminating. The answer to the question has

to be language dependent.

Juniata  College
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MENTAL CONTENT: MANY SEMANTICS, ONE SINGLE
PROJECT *

LIZA SKIDELSKY

When we talk about intentional states, the waters are divided into two
major groups: there are philosophers who think it is worthwhile to de-
velop a semantic for mental content and there are those who think oth-
erwise.? The former hold this position because, among other reasons,
they consider the constituents of mental content to be internal repre-
sentations, so the task should be to explain how our mental representa-
tions obtain their meaning. In addition, they believe that the relation be-
tween representations and the world must be a natural one. Therefore,
they think that the intentional properties of mental states must be
linked to something in the natural wotld, otherwise they are eliminated
or we are left with dualism. By intentional properties we mean a kind of
mental property, that consists in an organism being in a certain state of
belief, desite, etc., which is ‘about’ something. For these philosophers,
the natural world means the wotld of the natural sciences, which is why
it is better to call this project scientistic naturalism.® This project con-

! Previous versions were presented at the round table: “Naturalism and Philoso-
phy” at the Coloquio de Filosofia Tebrica, Sadaf, Argentina, November 19" to 20%
1999, and the Conference on Language, Mind and World, Tlaxcala, México, March
14" to 17", 2001. The paper was improved thanks to the helpful comments of the par-
ticipants of these events, specially Ernie Lepore, Rob Stainton, Daniel Stoljar, and
Tim Kenyon. Although they did not agree with me on any point of the WN, they con-
tributed to focusing my thoughts on these issues. I thank Eduardo Rabossi, Pablo Ry-
chter, and Julia Vergara for reading a previous version. I am indebted to Diana Pérez
whose detailed comments on various versions and helpful discussions of these issues
are reflected in most of the article.

2 1 will use the terms ‘mental’ and ‘intentional’ interchangeably. I will do the
same for the terms ‘intentional’ and ‘semantic’.

31 follow Philip Pettit (1992) in the utilization of this expression.
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